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DETAILED ACTION 

This is a response to the communication filed on 03/18/2004. Claims 1-30 are 
pending. 

Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 1 1, 20, and 29 are objected to because of the following informalities: the 
recited " most likely" in the claims is not a definite claim language. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

2. Claims 13 and 22 are objected to because of the following informalities: the 
recited " and " in claim 13 (line 6) and in claim 22 (line 9) appears to be a typographical 
error. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) The invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 1-2, 7, 11-13, 16, 20-22, 25, and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b) as being anticipated by Pileggi et al. (US Patent No. 6286128). 

Referring to claim 1, Pileggi et al. disclose a method, a system (claim 13), and a 

computer-readable medium (claim 22) for controlling analysis by an analysis tool of 
multiple instantiations of a circuit in a hierarchical circuit design, the method comprising: 
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providing a user-selected analysis option to the analysis tool (Pileggi et al., col. 4, 
II. 57- col. 5, II. 49); 

analyzing a first instantiation of the circuit as specified by the analysis option 
(Pileggi et al., col. 4, II. 57-col. 5, II. 49); and 

responsive to the first instantiation of the circuit passing the analysis, terminating 
analysis of the circuit ( Fig. 1B; col. 12, II. 60 - col. 13, II. 45). 
5. Referring to claim 13 and similarly recited claim 22, Pileggi et al. disclose a 
system / computer-readable medium (claim 22) for analyzing multiple instantiations of a 
circuit in a hierarchical circuit design, the system comprising: 

means for receiving a user-selected analysis option (Pileggi et al., col. 4, II. 57- 
col. 5, II. 49); 

means for analyzing a first instantiation of the circuit as specified by the analysis 
option (Pileggi et al., col. 4, II. 57-col. 5, II. 49); and 

means responsive to the first instantiation of the circuit passing the analysis for 
terminating analysis of the circuit (Fig. 1B; col. 12, II. 60 - col. 13, II. 45); and 

means for providing results of the analysis (col. 13, II. 6-23, see "timing constraint 
violations" (analysis result)). 

Referring to claim 2, Pileggi discloses the method of claim 1 further comprising 
providing results of the analysis (col. 13, II. 6-23, see "timing constraint violations" 
(analysis result)). 

Referring to claim 7 and similarly recited claims 16 and 25, Pileggi et al. 
disclose the method of claim 1 wherein the first instantiation of the circuit comprises a 
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composite worst case instantiation of the circuit, the method further comprising 
determining a composite worst case instantiation of the circuit (Pileggi, col. 12, II. 48- 
54). 

Referring to claim 11 and similarly recited claims 20 and 29, Pileggi et al. 
disclose the method of claim 1 wherein the first instantiation of the circuit comprises the 
one of the instantiations of the circuit most likely to fail analysis (Pileggi et al., col. 4, II. 
57-col. 5, II. 49). 

Referring to claim 12 and similarly recited claims 21 and 30, Pileggi et al. 
disclose the method of claim 1 wherein the first instantiation of the circuit is a user- 
selected one of the instantiations (Pileggi et al., col. 4, II. 57-col. 5, II. 49). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 3-4, 14, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pileggi et al. in view of Singhal et al. (US Pub. No. 2003/0208730). 

Referring to claim 3 and similarly recited claims 14 and 23, Pileggi et al. 

disclose substantially all the elements in the claims 3, 14, and 23 except responsive to 
the first instantiation of the circuit failing the analysis, terminating analysis of the circuit. 

Singhal et al. disclose the step of responsive to the first instantiation of the circuit 
failing the analysis, terminating analysis of the circuit ( Singhal et al. , Fig. 7-9, 
p.5[0066]). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Pileggi et al. with the teachings disclosed by . 
Singhal et al. because the combined method would permit complete control over a 
region of the circuit model to be examined while checking for a particular property and 
that does not involve any modification of the design (p. 2 [0016]) 

Referring to claim 4, the method of claim 3 further comprising providing results 
of the analysis (Singhal et al., p.2 [0023]). 

8. Claims 5-6 and similarly recited claims 15 and 24 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pileggi et al. in view of Burks et al. (US Pub. 
No. 2004/0078767). 

Referring to claim 5 and similarly recited claims 15 and 24, Pileggi et al. 
disclose substantially all the elements in the claims 5, 15, and 24 except responsive to 
the first instantiation of the circuit failing the analysis, analyzing all remaining 
instantiations of the circuit. 

Burks et al. disclose the step of responsive to the first instantiation of the circuit 
failing the analysis, analyzing all remaining instantiations of the circuit (Figs. 1-2, p. 
1[0012], p.2[0035], and p. 3[0049] ). 

It would have been obvious to One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Pileggi et al. with the teachings disclosed by Burks 
et al. because such modification would provide a method that can run analysis to 
verify each block hierarchically (Fig. 2, element 255; p. 2[0028]). 
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Referring to claim 6, the method of claim 5 further comprising providing results 
of the analysis (Burks et al., and p.3 [0049]). 

9. Claim 10 and similarly recited claims 19 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Pileggi et al. in view of Naffziger et al. (US Pub. No. 
2003/0115560) 

Pileggi et al. disclose substantially all the elements in the claims 10, 19, and 28 
except further comprising selecting a maximum drive fight scale factor and assigning 
the maximum drive fight scale factor to the composite worst case instantiation. 

Naffziger et al. disclose the step of selecting a maximum drive fight scale factor 
(p. 1[0014], p.3[0063]-[0064]) and assigning the maximum drive fight scale factor to the 
composite worst case instantiation ( p.3[0034]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Pileggi et al. with the teachings disclosed by 
Naffziger et al. because such modification would provide a method for performing 
limited modifications to one or more critical circuit in a control manner ( p. 1[0005]). 

1 0. Claims 9, 1 8, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pileggi et al. in view of Cirit (US Pub. No. 2002/0188918). 

Pileggi et al. disclose substantially all the elements in the claims 9, 18, and 27 
except for each driver in the circuit, selecting an input and output slope combination for 
the driver that maximizes a crossover current for a signal driven by the driver and 
assigning the selected input and output slope combination to the driver in the composite 
worst case instantiation. 
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Cirit discloses for each driver in the circuit, selecting an input and output slope 
combination for the driver that maximizes a crossover current for a signal driven by the 
driver and assigning the selected input and output slope combination to the driver in the 
composite worst case instantiation (p. 2[0011]-[0014] and p. 4[0041]). 

It would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

i 

invention to modify the teachings of Pileggi et al. with the teachings disclosed by Cirit 
because such modification would provide a timing optimization and placement method 
where it can be performed independently in the most efficient manner (p. 1 [0010]). 

11. Claim 8 and similarly recited claims 17 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

103(a) as being unpatentable over Pileggi et al. in view of Raman et al. (US Pat. No. 

5,535,370). 

Pileggi et al. disclose substantially all the elements in the claims 8, 17, and 26 
except wherein the determining the composite worst case instantiation of the circuit 
comprises for each net in the circuit: 

selecting one of the instantiations having a highest activity factor for the net and 
assigning the highest activity factor to the net of the composite worst case ^ 
instantiation; 

selecting a logic configuration set that provides a maximum possible switching 
states for the circuit and assigning the logic configuration to the composite worst case 
instantiation; and 
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selecting a maximum of any scale factors that increase loading on signals in the 
circuit and assigning the selected scale factors to the composite worst case 
instantiation. 

Raman et al. disclose wherein the determining the composite worst case 
instantiation of the circuit comprises for each net in the circuit: 

selecting one of the instantiations having a highest activity factor for the net and 
assigning the highest activity factor to the net of the composite worst case instantiation 
(col. 1- II. 42-col. 2, II. 31 ; col. 3, II. 6 - col. 4, II. 5); 

selecting a logic configuration set that provides a maximum possible switching 
states for the circuit and assigning the logic configuration to the composite worst case 
instantiation (col. 1 , II. 42-col. 2, II. 31 ; col. 3, II. 6 - col. 4, II. 5); and 

selecting a maximum of any scale factors that increase loading on signals in the 
circuit and assigning the selected scale factors to the composite worst case instantiation 
(col. 1, II. 42-col. 2, II. 31; col. 3, II. 6 - col. 4, II. 5 ). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Pileggi et al. with the teachings disclosed by 
Raman et al. because such modification would provide a method and system for 
calculating realistic current and power analysis ( abstract; col. 1, II. 42-49). 

Conclusion 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tuyen To whose telephone number is (571) 272-8319. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-5:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jack Chiang can be reached on (571) 272-7483. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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